K,   C.   BHATTACHARYA
the Is means objectivity, and to predicate objectivity of an object
is a tautology. We can also understand why "I am" is not a
judgment for Professor Bhattacharya. He writes: "In a judgment
proper, the word 'is* expresses only the objective attitude of the
subject, but in this apparent judgment, 'is' means an objective
content which is self-subsistent but not fact. To express or formu-
late this content is still to retain the objective attitude. This
attitude is explicitly dropped in saying 'I am.1 The content here
is spoken and not spoken of, but it is explicitly understood as not
objective or symbolized objectivity/'1 That is, the Am in 'I am*
is only a symbol of objectivity, which is probably wrongly attached
to the I. In fact the I is not objective and therefore the Am stands
here only for spurious objectivity, which is only a make-believe.
Here Professor Bhattacharya could have raised the question,
Why, if the I is not objective and the Am stands for objectivity,
the two are taken together as a judgment and are understood.
The objective attitude, however spurious, could not have been
identified with the subjective attitude involved in the I. It cannot
be said that this is an error or a mistake; for according to Pro-
fessor Bhattacharya himself, the I is self-revealing and no error
can be committed about what is self-revealing. It seems there-
fore truer to say that the Am stands for existence whether in the
judgment "I am" or in the judgment "Object is." Then "I am"
would mean that the existence is subjective and "Object is"
would mean that it is objective. To say that the verb "to be"
means objectivity is not only opposed to the popular usage, but
leads to other difficulties.
However, the above distinctions which Professor Bhattacharya
makes are possible only when we deal with ideas and not with
words. All speech is symbolic, and no distinction should have
been made between the literally speakable and the symbolically
speakable, between what is spoken of and what is only spoken,
etc. The I, like the That, is a demonstrative and has direct refer-
ence to things. The I can be used by a person only for himself,
while he can use the That with reference to a number of things.
But difference can be introduced into the I also, if we introduce
differences of time. And we are able to discuss all this, only
because the I and the This are used as ideas, however different
they may be from ideas like that of a horse. The I is a demon-
strative in the subjective attitude, and the That in the objective
* Contemporary Indian Philosophy, p. 69.
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